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Chairman’s Comments 
Massachusetts is increasingly recognized as a national leader in education reform.  Our 
curriculum frameworks are widely praised for their comprehensiveness and rigor.  Our 
MCAS tests are well aligned to these frameworks and consistent with highly regarded 
national assessments. Our graduation standards are fair and achievable, yet among the 
most challenging in the country.  Our requirements for entry into teaching ensure a 
higher level of subject knowledge than other states, yet provide greater flexibility for 
untraditional candidates to join the profession without having to jump through an array 
of bureaucratic hoops.  And our charter schools are consistently high performing, 
relative to their host districts and comparable public schools throughout the country – 
both charter and non-charter. 
 
These reform initiatives have helped to produce results that also lead the nation.  Massachusetts students are 
consistently at or near the top of the nation on the National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP).  
Among those states with a high percentage of students taking the SAT’s, Massachusetts ranks number one.  
Equally important, our average SAT scores have increased for 14 consecutive years.  Student performance on 
MCAS has also shown significant improvement since the statewide assessment was introduced nine years ago, 
with average proficiency rates increasing from 33% in 1998 to 51% in 2005.  In 2001, passing the 10th grade 
MCAS exam in English and math became part of the Commonwealth’s graduation requirement.  Since that 
time the percentage of students passing both tests on their first attempt has grown from 68% to 82 percent. 
 
While all these accomplishments are worth celebrating, they are far short of where our schools and students 
need to be.  Massachusetts is part of an ever shrinking global market, in which the rapid diffusion of 
technology and rising educational levels have created new and growing competitors.  College is no longer an 
option for the vast majority of students, but a prerequisite for a productive career and a healthy economy.  In 
such a context, our schools and students must reach for excellence.  Nevertheless, only half of our students 
are achieving proficiency on MCAS, and this percentage has barely grown in the last 3 years.  At the same 
time, close to 30 percent of Massachusetts students fail to complete high school on time and anecdotal 
evidence suggests that there has been little change in the percentage of first year college students who must 
enroll in remedial courses.  As disappointing as these average figures are, they are deeply disturbing when 
viewed through the lens of a yawning achievement gap.  MCAS proficiency rates among black and Hispanic 
students are more than 30 percent lower than white students.  Drop-out rates in urban districts are close to 
40 percent.  A free and fair society cannot tolerate these kind of disparities and the diminished opportunities 
they imply for so many of our young people. 
 
Addressing our educational challenges is first and foremost a matter of execution in the classroom.  Great 
instruction does not result from public policy, but from people – especially teachers and principals who are 
well prepared, well supported and committed to excellence for all children.  Nevertheless, there continues to 
be a role for policy in creating the conditions that attract such people into the field and facilitate their 
success.  
 
In the coming year, four policy changes stand out as priorities for the state Board of Education: 
 
1. Raise graduation standards, to ensure more students reach proficiency. 
2. Streamline and strengthen the school accountability system, to ensure more timely and effective 
intervention in underperforming schools. 
3. Expand the number of charter schools, to create more high-quality choices for parents, especially in 
low-performing urban districts. 
4. Dramatically simplify the teacher certification system, to eliminate bureaucratic obstacles that keep 
strong candidates out of the profession. 
 
Massachusetts can take pride in its educational progress over the past decade.  But this accomplishment has 
only served to lay a foundation for the work that lies ahead.  Now is not the time to grow comfortable with 
the status quo, but to redouble our efforts and accelerate the pace of reform. 
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Commissioner’s Comments 
In my 40 years in education I have learned many things, but the most 
important one is a rule I live by every day: great change takes time.   Small 
changes can be made quickly, but typically have little impact. Great change 
evolves slowly, and leaves us with results so dramatic it is difficult to 
remember the days before the change began.  
 
That is where we are with Education Reform. Since the state’s landmark 
reform act was passed in 1993, the landscape of public education in the 
Commonwealth has changed completely. We have excellent standards, a 
nationally-recognized assessment system and, for the most part, schools 
and districts that are addressing the standards in classrooms. 
 
The pre-Education Reform days seem like a lifetime ago. There is virtually 
no one left in the state unfamiliar with MCAS, who can name a school where teachers still oversee 
classes of 40 children or more, or who can remember the last time their child sat through a study 
hall. 
 
Our numbers tell the story best: at least 96 percent of all students have passed the MCAS exam 
from every graduating class since the class of 2003, including more than 80 percent of students from 
every subgroup. Our dropout rate has not risen. Our SAT scores have stayed steady or gone up for 
14 years in a row. Year after year we lead the nation on the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress.   But while we are often referred to as one of the nation’s great success stories, we still 
have obstacles to overcome.  
 
We may be at the top of the nation in performance, but our nation is far from the top 
internationally. Global competition gets more difficult with each passing year, and our students need 
graduate ready not just to compete with each other, but with their international peers.   And the 
problems aren’t just overseas: studies show that only 75 percent of American high schoolers 
graduate at all four years after beginning ninth grade. For Blacks and Hispanics who still struggle to 
keep up with their white classmates, that number drops to just 50 percent.  
 
Our energies going forward must be focused on achievement: move all students to proficient, close 
the achievement gap where it exists, and work to prevent future achievement gaps from starting. It 
is critical that parents, teachers and students themselves strive to do more than just “get by” in 
school, and instead push themselves to achieve at the highest levels possible. Passing can no longer 
be seen as an acceptable standard - to truly be prepared for the level of global competition awaiting 
them, our students must strive for proficiency and beyond.  
 
Our great change is well underway. Our schools are improving a little more each day. Our 
achievement gaps are beginning to close, our graduation rates are inching upward and our CD 
attainment rates continue to rise. But until we can say with confidence that every single one of our 
children will receive the best possible education our public schools can offer, our evolution must go 
on.  
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Section 1:  Who is served by public education in 
Massachusetts? 
 
In October 2005, more than 1 million students were enrolled in Massachusetts’ public and 
private elementary and secondary schools.  Of these, 975,911 students attended public schools.   
 
Enrollment Data 2005 
Enrollment (#)  Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity (%)  
Public Schools 975,911 African American 8.9 
Grades PK – 12* 975,574 Asian 4.8 
Private Schools 130,473 Hispanic 11.8 
  Native American 0.3 
Enrollment by Grade (%)  White 74.2 
Pre-Kindergarten 2.4   
Kindergarten 7.0 Selected Populations (%)  
Grades 1-5 37.1 Special Education 15.9 
Grades 6-8 23.4 First Language not English 14.0 
Grades 9-12 30.1 Limited English Proficient 5.1 
Grade SP** 0.0 Low Income 27.7 
    
Enrollment by Gender (%)    
Females 48.6   
Males 51.4   
*Total student enrollment used for reporting by Locale Codes (page 2). 
** SP – Beyond grade 12 Special Education Student. 
 
 
Enrollment Trends in Massachusetts Public Schools 
 
Massachusetts public school enrollment has grown by about 9 percent over the past decade.  
While the enrollment by grade level has remained relatively stable, the demographics have 
changed significantly. 
 1994-95 1999-00 2004-05 
Total Student Enrollment 895,886 972,260 975,911 
Race # % # % # %
African American 71,954 8.7 83,799 8.6 86,533 8.9
Asian 33,339 3.7 41,613 4.3 46,965 4.8
Hispanic 80,633 9.0 99,189 10.2 115,267 11.8
Native American 1,635 0.2 2,462 0.3 3,227 0.3
White 708,325 79.1 745,197 76.6 723,919 74.2
  
Selected Populations  # % # % # %
Special Education 151,830 16.9 162,454 16.7 157,109 15.9
First Language Not English 111,133 12.4 128,555 13.2 136,193 14.0
Limited English Proficient 44,209 4.9 44,559 4.6 49,773 5.1
Low Income 226,258 25.3 245,754 25.3 270,660 27.7
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Enrollment by Grade 1995, 2000, 2005
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While students in grades 1-5 made up more than 35 percent of the public 
school enrollment in 2005, the pre-kindergarten and kindergarten enrollment 
have remained steady at approximately 10 percent of the total state enrollment. 
 
Projected Public Enrollment Thru FY2015
Massachusetts State Totals, K-12
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Section 2:  How are Massachusetts public school students 
performing? 
 
MCAS   
In the spring of 2005, 521,635 
Massachusetts public school 
students in grades 3-8 and grade 10 
participated in the eighth 
administration of the Massachusetts 
Comprehensive Assessment System 
(MCAS).  A total of ten MCAS tests 
in Reading, English Language Arts, 
Mathematics, and Science and 
Technology/Engineering were 
administered to students across 
seven grade levels tested. 
Percentage of 10th Graders by Race/Ethnicity who 
Earned a Competency Determination on the First Attempt
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Overall, the 2005 results remain largely unchanged from 2004. There were minor fluctuations—both up and 
down—with a few exceptions. The most noteworthy gains were made in grade 6 Mathematics, where the 
percentage of students performing at the Proficient and Advanced levels increased by three points while the 
percentage of students performing at the Warning level declined by two points. This improvement perhaps 
indicates that the recent statewide focus on middle school mathematics is beginning to pay off. 
 
There has also been a notable increase in the percentage of students performing at the Proficient and 
Advanced levels in both grade 10 Mathematics and English Language Arts. These gains coincide with, and 
may be attributable to, the introduction of the John and Abigail Adams Scholarship program.  This 
scholarship rewards high school students performing at the highest levels on MCAS with state college 
and university tuition waivers. 
 
The high school Competency 
Determination attainment rate 
continues to climb. Eighty-one 
percent of students in the class 
of 2007 passed both the grade 
10 Mathematics and English 
Language Arts tests on their 
first attempt in spring 2005, up 
from 68 percent in 2001. 
 
Since 2001, we have seen 
some improvements in the 
closing of achievement gaps 
between white students and 
African-American and Hispanic students in Reading/English Language Arts (grades 3 and 7) and Science 
and Technology/Engineering (grades 5 and 8). Additionally, at grade 10, there has been a steady decrease 
in the gaps between subgroups when examining the Competency Determination attainment rate. 
However, significant gaps among groups persist.  
Percentage of 10th Graders by Student Status who 
Earned a Competency Determination on the First Attempt
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1998-2005 Statewide MCAS Results: Grade 10 
Percentage of Students at Each Performance Level1
 Advanced Proficient Needs Improvement Failing 
ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS     
2005 22 42 25 11 
2004 19 43 27 11 
2003 20 41 28 11 
2002 19 40 27 14 
2001 15 36 31 18 
2000 7 29 30 34 
1999 4 30 34 32 
1998 5 33 34 28 
MATHEMATICS     
2005 34 27 24 15 
2004 29 28 28 15 
2003 24 27 29 20 
2002 20 24 31 25 
2001 18 27 30 25 
2000 15 18 22 45 
1999 9 15 23 53 
1998 7 17 24 52 
 
1. Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.  For the purpose of computing school, district, and state results, 
students who were absent from any subject area MCAS test without a medically documented excuse were 
assigned the minimum scaled score of 200 and a performance level of Failing for that subject area.  These results 
include regular education students, students with disabilities, and limited English proficient students. 
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Students Attaining the Competency Determination 
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Student Enrollment and Percent of Students Attaining the 
Competency Determination: Classes of 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006,  
and 2007 
 
 Grade 10 Test Retest 1 Retest 2 Retest 3 Retest 4+5 
% Earning CD 68% 76% 81% 90% 95% Class 
of 
2003 Enrollment 
68,118  
(MCAS 2001) 
63,767  
(Oct. 2001) 
63,767    
(Oct. 2001) 
60,742 
(Oct. 2002) 
59,823 
 (Adj. Oct. 2002) 
% Earning CD 70% 84% 87% 93% 96% Class 
of 
2004 Enrollment 
67,343 
(MCAS 2002) 
66,472  
(Oct. 2002) 
66,472 
(Oct. 2002) 
62,266  
(Oct. 2003) 
61,424  
(Adj. Oct. 2003) 
% Earning CD 75% 84% 88% 92% 94% Class  
of 
2005 Enrollment 
69,981 
(MCAS 2003) 
69,263 
(Oct. 2003) 
69,263 
(Oct. 2003) 
65,285 
(Oct. 2004) 
65,165 
(Adj. Oct. 2004) 
% Earning CD 82% 87% 90% 93% 95% Class 
of 
2006 Enrollment 
71,038 
(MCAS 2004) 
70,610 
(Oct. 2004) 
69,425 
(Adj. Oct. 2004) 
66,975 
(Oct. 2005) 
66,757 
(Adj. Oct. 2005) 
% Earning CD 82% 87% 91%   Class 
of 
2007 
Enrollment 
 
72,680 
(MCAS 2005) 
72,623 
(Oct. 2005) 
70,771 
(Adj. Oct. 2005) 
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MCAS Performance Appeals: January 2005 - December 2005 
 
Overview 
 
Massachusetts’ public high school students in the Class of 2003 were the first graduating class required 
to meet the state’s Competency Determination standard as a condition for high school graduation. 
While most of the graduates in the Classes of 2003, 2004 and 2005 met the standard by passing either 
the tests or subsequent retests, more than 2,500 students earned a Competency Determination through 
the MCAS Performance Appeals process. 
 
This process was established by the Board of Education in 2002 to provide students who could not 
meet the Competency Determination standard by passing the Grade 10 MCAS English Language Arts 
and/or Mathematics tests, even after several test-taking tries, with an opportunity to present evidence 
indicating that they indeed possess the required knowledge and skills to meet the academic standard 
through other measures of performance. 
 
The regulations governing the MCAS Performance Appeals process require that two criteria need to be 
satisfied in the appeal:  
 
(1) the student must first meet the four eligibility requirements: 3-test minimum participation, 
minimum test score of 216, minimum school attendance rate of 95 percent and participation in 
remediation. Upon establishing eligibility, the student must then demonstrate: 
(2) academic performance equivalent to or exceeding the passing level, by comparing his or her 
GPAs (grade point averages) to a cohort of classmates who passed the tests, or through 
portfolios or work samples.  
 
The regulations provide for an impartial Appeals Board, comprised of public high school educators 
appointed by the Commissioner, to review appeals and make recommendations to the Commissioner. 
The Performance Appeals Board generally meets monthly to review performance appeals. Another 
committee of math and English high school educators meets 3 times annually to review portfolio and 
work sample appeals submitted on behalf of students who do not have large enough "cohorts" of 
classmates with whom their GPAs can be compared. 
 
Outreach 
 
During the period of January - December 2005, the Department of Education conducted several 
performance appeals workshops across the Commonwealth to inform for high school educators about 
the filing process.  Outreach efforts included numerous meetings with state superintendents and 
advocacy groups.  Through a telephone hotline, 781-338-3333, and an email address, 
mcasappeals@doe.mass.edu, the Department responded to hundreds of inquiries, and a performance 
appeals website at www.doe.mass.edu/mcasappeals/, continues to provide educators, students and 
parents with up-to-date advisories and filing tips, along with general information about the appeals 
process. 
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Summary of Performance Appeals Activity for the  
Period January - December 2005 
 
This summary reflects data on MCAS performance appeals submitted and reviewed between January  
and December 2005 for students in the Classes of 2006, 2005 and for those in the Classes of 2004 and 
2003 who have not yet received their diplomas. 
• In the 2005 calendar year, a total of 932 appeals were submitted, and 637 (68 percent) were 
granted. For the same period in 2004, nearly 2,000 appeals were submitted and 79 percent were 
granted. 
• 48 percent of all appeals submitted were for students with disabilities; 61percent of those 
appeals were granted.  
• Of 321 English language arts appeals submitted, 244 (76 percent) were granted. Of 611 
mathematics appeals submitted, 393 (64 percent) were granted. 
Overall, since 2002, nearly 5,000 appeals have been submitted and nearly 70 percent have been granted. 
Approximately 80 percent of all appeals submitted have been in the area of mathematics. 
 
Waivers 
 
In 2005, the Department received 932 requests from superintendents to waive one or more of the 
eligibility requirements for students.  The majoritywere approved.  
• 40 of 63 requests to waive the 3-test minimum participation (generally related to students who 
transferred into the school district during the senior year) were approved 
• 389 of 409 requests to waive the 95 percent school attendance rule (up 25 percent from 2004: 
generally for students who maintained a minimum 90 percent attendance but had illness or 
extraordinary hardship) were approved 
• 9 of 10 requests to waive participation in remediation (generally due to illness) were approved 
• None of 8 requests to waive the 216 minimum test-score requirement were approved.  
 
Additionally, Massachusetts law provides for added flexibility in eligibility for students with disabilities. 
Specifically, disabled students do not need to meet the 216 MCAS test minimum requirement to have an 
appeal filed. During 2005, 64 appeals were filed for disabled students who score 214 or below.   Of that 
total, 12 were granted. 
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NAEP 
 
Massachusetts NAEP Results 1992-2005  
 
 
The National Assessment of Educational 
Progress (NAEP), known as The Nation's 
Report Card, is the Federal 
Government’s official measure of what 
students know and can do in core 
academic subjects.  A representative 
sample of schools and students are 
selected for NAEP.  In 2005, more than 
22,000 Massachusetts students were 
selected to take a 50-minute test in one 
of three subjects tested (reading, 
mathematics, science).  According to the 
2005 NAEP results, Massachusetts 
continues to perform at or near the top 
of all states.  The results show that 
students at grade 4 have made significant 
gains in reading and mathematics since 
2003.  At grade 8, students have made 
significant gains in mathematics since 2003 
and science since 2000.  
Figure 1.  NAEP Reading Trends: 1992-2005
21
19
19
17
26
31
30
20
27
22
38
39
43
44
36
36
35
47
40
44
%
Below Basic Proficient & Advanced
Grade 4
Grade 8
2003
2002
1998
1992
2003
2002
1998
2005
2005
1994
Figure 2.  NAEP Mathematics Trends: 1992-2005
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SAT 
 
In 2005, Massachusetts seniors once again outscored their peers regionally and nationwide on 
the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT).  In the Commonwealth, 86 percent of students participated 
in the 2005 SAT exam, scoring an average of 520 on the verbal exam and 527 on the math 
exam.  Nationally, 49 percent of students participated, scoring an average of 508 on the verbal 
exam and 520 on the math exam. 
  
With one exception (there was no improvement between 1997 and 1998), Massachusetts 
students have increased their scores annually from 1994 to 2005.  Improvement is also evident 
in the combined scores.  In 1994 the Massachusetts total combined verbal and mathematics 
scores was 1002, one point below the national average of 1003.  In 2005 the Massachusetts 
average combined score was 1047, 19 points higher than the national average of 1028. 
 
 
Massachusetts Mean SAT Scores 
1994-2005 
SAT I Combined Verbal and Math Scores
1994 to 2005
1047
1028
1002
1003
990
1000
1010
1020
1030
1040
1050
1060
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
MA Nation
 
*SAT results include students tested from both public and private schools in Massachusetts. 
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15-Year Improvement on SAT Mathematics (1991-2005) 
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Student Indicators 
In addition to test scores, the Department collects data other indicators 
that relate to student success.  For example, the dropout rate, which was 
reported as 3.7 percent, for the 2003-04 school year, is slightly higher 
than the dropout rate for 2002-03 (3.3 percent).  Also, the number of 
high school graduates who plan to attend college rose to a new all time 
high of 78 percent in 2005. 
 
 
 
 
 
Summary Student Indicators 2004-05 School Year 
 
Attendance Rate 94.4  Grade 9-12 Dropouts* 10,633
Average number of days absent  9.3  Rate per 100 3.7
   
Students Retained in Grade 22,834  Number of HS Graduates  59,665
Rate per 100 2.6   Plans of HS Graduates  
   College  
Suspensions      4- Year Private 31.0%
Out-of-School 58,893     4- Year Public 26.4%
Rate per 100 6.0     2- Year Private 2.2%
In-School 34,234     2- Year Public 18.1%
Rate per 100 3.5   Other Post-Secondary 2.6%
    Work 11.0%
    Military 1.6%
    Other 1.0%
    Unknown 6.1%
*Data reported for Dropouts are from SY 2003-04. 
   13
 
Plans of High School Graduates: Class of 2005 
 
 
  Percentage of Graduates by Plans 
  Public College Private College    Plans 
                Number 2-Yr 4-Yr 2-Yr 4-Yr OPS* Military Work Other Unknown 
Total 59,665 18.1 26.4 2.2 31.0 2.6 1.6 11.0 1.0 6.1 
           
Gender           
Male 29,238 17.2 24.7 2.1 27.5 3.0 2.8 14.7 1.1 6.9 
Female 30,427 19.0 28.0 2.3 34.3 2.2 0.5 7.4 0.9 5.4 
           
Race/Ethnicity          
Afr. Am. 4,638 21.1 20.2 3.7 22.1 1.3 0.7 8.3 0.9 21.7 
           
Asian 2,953 14.7 29.0 2.1 39.5 1.1 0.8 5.7 0.6 6.5 
Hispanic 4,532 29.6 13.7 6.6 12.5 3.1 256 15.5 2.0 14.5 
Nat Am. 173 21.4 17.9 2.9 25.4 2.3 3.5 15.0 1.2 10.4 
White 47,369 16.9 28.1 1.6 33.1 2.8 1.7 11.1 0.9 3.8 
 
* Other Post-Secondary
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 Graduates Planning to Attend College, 1980-2005
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Graduates with Plans Other than Attending College, 1980-2005
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Grade 9-12 Dropout Rates 1999-2004 
 
  1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 
       
Total 
Dropouts (#) 
9,188 9,199 9,380 8,422 9,389 10,633 
Overall Rate 3.6 3.5 3.5 3.1 3.3 3.7 
       
Gender       
Male 4.0 4.0 4.1 3.5 3.9 4.6 
Female 3.1 2.9 2.8 2.6 2.8 3.2 
       
Race       
African 
American 
6.7 6.1 6.1 4.9 5.7 6.3 
Asian 3.6 4.0 3.9 2.3 2.5 2.7 
Hispanic 9.8 8.2 8.0 7.3 7.4 8.2 
Native 
American 
4.0 4.2 3.2 3.7 4.8 6.4 
White 2.5 2.6 2.6 2.4 2.6 2.8 
       
Grade       
9 3.1 3.1 3.3 2.9 3.2 2.6 
10 3.8 3.7 3.5 3.1 3.4 3.7 
11 4.3 3.9 4.0 3.3 3.3 4.0 
12 3.1 3.1 3.1 2.9 3.5 4.8 
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Grade Retention Rates 2000-2005 
 
 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
       
Total Retentions (#) 24,467 24,650 24,539 25,398 23,098 22,234 
Overall Rate 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.6 2.6 
       
Gender       
Male 3.0 3.0 2.9 3.0 3.1 3.0 
Female 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.1 
Race       
African American 5.3 6.0 5.9 5.0 5.9 5.9 
Asian 3.2 2.6 2.7 2.3 2.4 2.3 
Hispanic 5.7 5.6 5.8 5.3 5.9 6.0 
Native American 3.5 2.8 2.7 3.4 3.6 3.3 
White 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.9 1.7 1.7 
Grade       
1 3.9 3.7 3.8 4.1 4.1 3.8 
2 1.9 1.7 1.7 2.0 1.9 1.7 
3 1.3 1.7 1.6 2.0 1.6 1.5 
4 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.9 0.8 0.7 
5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.9 0.6 0.6 
6 1.0 1.2 1.2 1.5 1.0 1.2 
7 1.8 1.7 1.5 1.7 1.8 1.7 
8 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.3 
9 8.1 8.3 8.4 8.1 8.0 8.1 
10 4.7 4.3 4.7 4.0 4.2 4.2 
11 3.6 3.2 3.1 2.9 3.1 3.2 
12 1.8 2.0 1.7 1.6 2.1 2.2 
* The Department no longer reports retention data for grades PK and K. 
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Rates of Students Receiving 
Out-of-School Suspension (OSS) 2000-2005 
 
 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Total Students 
Receiving OSS (#) 
 
58,900 
 
61,050 
 
61,962 
 
65,592 
 
57,971 
 
58,893 
       
Overall Rate 6.1 6.2 6.4 6.7 5.9 6.0 
       
Gender       
Male 8.4 8.7 8.7 9.0 7.9 8.0 
Female 3.5 3.7 3.8 4.2 3.8 4.0 
Race       
African American 9.8 10.8 12.5 13.9 13.1 13.6 
Asian 3.5 3.8 3.4 3.7 3.1 2.7 
Hispanic 10.5 10.4 11.0 11.9 11.0 11.9 
Native American 6.3 9.7 6.9 5.7 7.7 8.9 
White 5.2 5.3 5.2 5.2 4.4 4.4 
Grade       
PK-3* 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.0 0.9 0.8 
4 2.0 2.2 2.1 2.2 1.8 1.9 
5 3.1 3.3 3.2 3.5 3.0 3.1 
6 5.7 5.8 6.2 7.0 5.9 6.2 
7 9.1 9.3 9.3 10.3 8.2 8.4 
8 10.7 10.9 10.6 11.9 9.5 9.0 
9 14.2 14.6 15.1 14.7 13.8 14.2 
10 12.5 12.4 12.5 12.8 11.6 12.0 
11 11.7 11.6 11.4 11.6 10.7 10.9 
12 11.0 10.2 10.6 9.8 9.2 9.4 
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Rates of Students Receiving 
In-School Suspension (ISS) 2000-2005 
 
 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Total Students 
Receiving ISS (#) 
 
47,517 
 
47,684 
 
45,784 
 
44,844 
 
35,617 
 
34,234 
       
Overall Rate 4.9 4.9 4.7 4.6 3.6 3.5 
Gender       
Male 6.3 6.3 6.0 5.9 4.6 4.5 
Female 3.4 3.4 3.3 3.1 2.6 2.5 
Race       
African American 5.7 5.9 6.3 6.7 5.9 5.7 
Asian 2.0 2.4 2.3 2.5 1.5 1.4 
Hispanic 8.0 8.9 8.8 8.8 6.9 6.8 
Native American 6.1 6.1 4.1 3.3 5.9 5.9 
White 4.5 4.3 4.1 3.6 3.0 2.8 
Grade       
PK-3* 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 
4 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.7 
5 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.5 1.3 1.3 
6 4.3 4.4 4.2 4.3 3.3 3.7 
7 7.3 7.1 6.8 6.6 5.3 4.8 
8 7.9 7.5 7.7 7.1 5.6 5.4 
9 12.1 12.5 11.7 11.9 9.1 8.7 
10 11.1 10.9 10.3 10.0 8.0 7.3 
11 11.4 11.0 10.4 9.7 7.3 6.9 
12 10.3 9.4 8.9 7.4 6.1 5.8 
 
*The Department reports suspension data for grade range PK-3, rather than for each individual grade level in that ran 
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Section 3: What does the Massachusetts Public 
School System Look Like? 
 
The Commonwealth is comprised of 386 school districts.  The majority of the school districts in 
Massachusetts are relatively small in size; 58 percent of our school districts serve fewer than 2,000 
students. 
 
Types of School Districts and Public Schools 
 
Type of Operational School District 
 
 Type of Public School  
City/Town Regular Districts 244 Elementary 1,198 
Academic Regional Districts 55 Middle/Junior 318 
Vocational Technical Regional Districts 26 Secondary 341 
County Agriculture 3 Other Configurations 16 
Independent Vocational Technical 1 Total 1,873 
Sub Total 
 
329 
 
  
Charter Schools 
Commonwealth 
49   
Horace Mann 
SubTotal - Charters 
8 
57 
  
 
Total Operational Districts 
 
386 
  
    
Educational Collaboratives* 32   
*Educational Collaboratives are not included in the count of Total Operational School Districts. 
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 Locale Codes 
 
In prior years, data on districts and schools were grouped by 
“Community Types” based on the 1980 census data. Starting with 
school year 2002-03, the data are reported by the eight 
geographical mapping Locale Codes developed and assigned by the 
U.S. Department of Education National Center for Education 
Statistics (NCES) and the Census Bureau.  
 
Locale Codes are codes designed to group schools and districts based on how they are situated in a 
particular location relative to populous areas, and by their address. The following eight Locale Codes are 
assigned to every school district and school in the nation, as well as used for the annual U.S. 
Department of Education’s Common Core of Data (CCD) survey, a national statistical database. When 
reporting on student enrollment by Locale Codes, the total student enrollment does not include those 
students reported as being enrolled in grade SP, special education students beyond grade 12.  Please 
refer to the glossary in the appendices for more detailed definitions and a list of school districts and 
charter schools by their designated locale code. 
 
• Large City: A principal city of a Metropolitan Core-based Statistical Area (CBSA) with a 
population greater than or equal to 250,000. 
• Mid-Size City: A principal city of a Metropolitan CBSA, with the city having a population less 
than 250,000. 
• Urban Fringe of a Large City: Any incorporated place or non-place territory within a 
Metropolitan CBSA of a Large City and defined as urban by the Census Bureau. 
• Urban Fringe of a Mid-Size City: Any incorporated place or non-place territory within a 
Metropolitan CBSA of a Mid-Size City and defined as urban by the Census Bureau. 
• Large Town: An incorporated place with a population greater than or equal to 25,000 and 
located outside a Metropolitan CBSA or inside a Micropolitan CBSA. 
• Small Town: An incorporated place with a population less than 25,000 and greater than to 
2,500 and located outside a Metropolitan CBSA or inside a Micropolitan CBSA. 
• Rural, Outside CBSA: Any incorporated place, or non-territory not within a Metropolitan 
CBSA or within a Micropolitan CBSA) and defined as rural by the Census Bureau. 
• Rural, Inside CBSA: Any incorporated place, or non-place territory within a Metropolitan 
CBSA and defined as rural by the Census Bureau. 
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 Total PK-12 Student Enrollment by Locale Codes, 2005 
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 Trends in Special Education Enrollment by Placement 
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 Section 4:  How are the Board and Department of Education 
working to improve teaching and learning in Massachusetts? 
 
 
 
Board of Education Highlights 
 
In calendar year 2005, the Board of Education approved a total of $50,766,835.00 in allocations for state 
and federal discretionary grants. Following is a month-by-month summary of Board of Education votes 
and policy discussions. 
 
January 2005 
• Discussed with Governor Romney his major education priorities, including science education, 
teacher recruitment, and under-performing schools. 
• Issued a written order to the Fall River Public Schools, listing actions that must be taken in 
order to improve the academic performance of students at the Kuss Middle School. 
• Received an update on the Holyoke Public Schools, which the Board declared under-performing 
in May 2004. 
• Renewed the charters for the Lowell Middlesex Academy Charter School and Hilltown 
Cooperative Charter School. 
• Adopted the final amendments to the charter school regulations, incorporating the new charter 
school funding formula that was signed into law in 2004. 
 
February 2005 
• Discussed adding science and technology/engineering to the competency determination 
requirement for high school graduation. 
• Discussed the consideration of raising the MCAS passing score of 220 for the competency 
determination standard for English Language Arts and mathematics. 
• Voted not to renew the charter for Frederick Douglass Charter School. 
• Renewed the charters for Boston Renaissance Charter School, City on a Hill Charter Public 
School, Lawrence Family Development Charter School, and Atlantis Charter School. 
• Granted charters to two new charter schools: the Martin Luther King, Jr. School of Excellence 
in Springfield and the Phoenix Charter Academy serving Chelsea, Revere and Lynn. 
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March 2005 
• Discussed the progress that Massachusetts’s students and schools have made under Education 
Reform, as well as challenges that remain. 
• Solicited public comment on a proposed amendment to add a science and 
technology/engineering requirement to the competency determination regulations. 
• Renewed the charters for Cape Cod Lighthouse Charter School, Lowell Community Charter 
School, Marblehead Community Charter School, and South Shore Charter Public School. 
 
April 2005 
• Heard a presentation from the Boston Public Schools on their 
successful school improvement initiatives. 
• Discussed simplifying the requirements for educator licensure. 
• Adopted amendments to the Educator Licensure Regulations. 
• Approved the Winchendon Public Schools Turnaround Plan. 
• Discussed proposed amendments to the Springfield Student 
Assignment Plan. 
• Solicited public comment on proposed amendments to 
regulations on Essex Agricultural Technical High School. 
 
May 2005 
• Approved amendments to the Special Education regulations. 
• Solicited public comment on proposed revisions to the high 
school Science and Technology/Engineering standards in the 
curriculum frameworks. 
• Discussed amendments to the Springfield Student Assignment Plan. 
• Discussed the Cycle IV attendance and graduation targets, as part of the Commonwealth’s 
school and district accountability system. 
• Declined to rescind its previous vote to revoke the charter of the Roxbury Charter High 
School. 
• Accepted the Board of Education Annual Report for 2004. 
 
June 2005 
• Adopted an amendment to add science and technology/engineering to the high school 
competency determination requirement, starting with the class of 2010. 
• Approved the attendance and graduation measures that will be used as additional performance 
indicators for Cycle IV (2005 and 2006) in the school and district accountability system. 
• Discussed 12 schools selected to serve as 2005 Commonwealth Compass Schools. 
• Discussed ways to strengthen the preparation, knowledge and skills of teachers who teach 
English language learners. 
• Approved amendments to regulations on Essex Agricultural Technical High School. 
• Approved the Commissioner's annual performance evaluation. 
 
July 2005 
• Introduced new Board members Ann Reale, Commissioner of Early Education and Care, and 
Jonathan Urbach, Chair of the State Student Advisory Council. 
• Discussed proposed policy on dissection and dissection alternative activities. 
• Took a final vote not to renew the charter for the Frederick Douglass Charter School. 
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 • Approved amendments to the Student Records Regulations concerning access to records by 
non-custodial parents. 
 
September 2005  
• Took a final vote to revoke the charter for the Roxbury Charter High School. 
• Re-elected Richard Crowley of Andover as Vice-Chairperson of the Board through September 
2006. 
• Discussed the annual report on Adequate Yearly Progress. 
• Declared the Henry Lord Middle School in Fall River as chronically under-performing. 
• Discussed improvement plans from two schools in Worcester. 
 
October 2005 
• Approved the Board’s FY 07 budget proposal. 
• Continued the discussion on reviewing the competency determination standard. 
• Declared the Dr. William R. Peck Middle School in Holyoke to be chronically under-performing. 
• Retained Academy Middle School in Fitchburg as under-performing. 
• Declared that the Mt. Pleasant Elementary School in New Bedford was no longer under-
performing. 
• Adopted the revised policy on dissection and dissection alternative activities. 
• Adopted amendments to the Student Records Regulations. 
• Approved appointments and reappointments to the 16 advisory councils to the Board. 
 
November 2005 
• Deferred action on the improvement plans from three under-performing schools: Normandin 
Middle School, New Bedford; Springfield Academy for Excellence, Springfield; Brightwood 
School, Springfield. 
• Retained English High School (Boston) as under-performing. 
• Discussed the Southbridge Public Schools Turnaround Plan. 
• Discussed the Lawrence Partnership Agreement. 
• Received an award from the Horace Mann League of America.  The Horace Mann Award 
recognized the Board for its leadership in implementing Education Reform in the 
Commonwealth’s public schools. 
 
December 2005 
• Discussed state intervention in under-performing 
schools. 
• Approved the Southbridge Turnaround Plan. 
• Renewed the charters for Codman Academy Charter 
Public School in Boston and Pioneer Valley Performing 
Arts Charter Public School in South Hadley. 
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Department of Education Initiatives 
 
The following section is intended to summarize both new and significant initiatives of the Department of 
Education that support the goal of getting all students to proficient and beyond.  For more 
comprehensive information on the many programs and initiatives of the Department, please see 
www.doe.mass.edu  
 
Conclusion of the Lawrence Partnership Agreement.   
The Department of Education/Lawrence Public Schools Partnership Agreement, first signed in January 
1998 and extended twice since then, expired in August 2005.  The actions outlined in the agreement 
have been accomplished.  During the years of the partnership, Lawrence built four new schools, 
including a new high school, and regained its high school accreditation. 
 
Content Institutes.   
In 2005, the Department offered 37 free graduate-level content institutes, serving more than 900 K-12 
educators. 
 
Expanded Learning Time Grants.   
The Department awarded 16 districts with state grant funds to begin planning strategies to add at least 
30 percent to learning time to selected schools in their districts.  Districts will be expected to open 
redesigned schools in September 2006, pending state allocation in the FY 07 budget. 
 
Launch of the Department of Early Education and Care.   
The new Department of Early Education and Care opened its doors on July 1, 2005.  Merging the 
functions of the former Office of Child Care Services and Early Learning Services at the Department, the 
new agency is responsible for licensing all early education and care programs; providing financial 
assistance for child care for low-income families; and providing professional development for early 
education staff.  The new agency is overseen by the Board of Early Education and Care, which appointed 
Ann Reale as its first Commissioner. 
 
MassONE.   
The Department relaunched the Massachusetts Online Network for Educators (MassONE), which 
replaces the state’s Virtual Education Space (VES).  MassONE provides teachers with free, useful tools, 
including a searchable database of the curriculum frameworks, an online lesson planner, and a searchable 
database of thousands of educational resources. 
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National Governors Association Honor States Grant.   
Following a highly competitive process, Massachusetts was one of 10 states out of 31 applicants selected 
by the National Governors Association to receive a $2 million Honor States grant.  Supported by 
funding from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and matched by the state over the next two years, 
the grant enables Massachusetts to begin its work on high school redesign, with the aim of improving 
our high school graduation and college completion rates. 
 
Urban Superintendents Network  
The Urban Superintendents Network, convened 6 years ago with 22 urban districts participating, 
continues today through monthly meetings held in collaboration with the Department of Education. 
Over the past year, the Network continued to provide opportunities for Superintendents to share 
experiences and effective strategies relevant to their district needs. The Network has been very active 
throughout 2005 to promote leadership training opportunities and pursue professional development. 
The Network has been an important agent in creating leadership development opportunities through 
the design of the NISL training for urban leaders. The goal of this program is to promote instructional 
leadership, increase recruitment of aspiring leaders, increase retention of urban leaders, and promote 
distributed leadership within school districts. 
 
The Network has also been active in the State Action for Education Leadership Project (SAELP), 
participating in the ongoing training of Superintendents for adaptive leadership, based on the work of 
Ronald Heifetz. Over the course of the 2005 year, the constructive partnership between the Urban 
Superintendents Network and the Department promoted and provided leadership development 
opportunities that will continue to show positive growth in instructional leadership across the 
Commonwealth. 
 
Plans for National Institute for School Leaders (NISL) Leadership Training 
The Massachusetts Department of Education, in cooperation with the Urban Superintendents Network, 
has launched an urban leadership development initiative to train urban leaders.  Through this effort, 
Massachusetts is the first state to launch a state-wide comprehensive implementation of the leadership 
training curriculum offered by the National Institute for School Leaders (NISL). This heavily researched 
and fully field-tested program is a part of a strategic plan to assist school districts across the state in 
leadership development efforts. The intent of this initiative is to build leadership capacity through 
distributed leadership, increase recruitment and retention of effective leaders, and, most importantly, 
improve student achievement through increased quality of instructional leaders.  
 
To ensure that the NISL training is tied to the specific needs of students in our urban districts, the 
Department has arranged for the NISL training to focus not only on instruction in literacy and 
mathematics, but also on instruction tailored to the needs of English Language Learners (ELL). This 
highlights the State’s expectation that, through effective instructional, ethical, and distributed leadership, 
schools will improve their services to support all students, including high-need populations.  
 
In 2005, the first cohort of 53 principals completed Phase I of trainer preparation and are developing 
plans to deliver the NISL program back in their home districts, with some outreach to surrounding, 
smaller district leaders. NISL training Phase I has also been delivered to every principal and district 
leader in Holyoke as part of the Department’s assistance to the state’s first underperforming district. 
 
Work with Turnaround Partners 
In 2005, the Department of Education has begun to identify and contract with prospective providers 
who are qualified to support underperforming schools and districts. These organizations and individuals 
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 will contribute to the improvement of student achievement by providing training and support for 
targeted needs or in a broader role as a turnaround partner. 
 
Currently the Department has established contracts with turnaround partners for the underperforming 
districts of Holyoke, Winchendon and Southbridge, as well as with three chronically underperforming 
schools: Kuss Middle School and Henry Lord Middle School, both in Fall River, and with Dr. William 
Peck Middle School in Holyoke.  
 
In 2005, the Department has continued to provide direct support to Underperforming schools and 
districts through a grant program. These grants allow schools and districts to design and implement 
initiatives targeted at particular needs to improve student performance that cannot otherwise be 
supported within the regular budget. The Department has also provided our own staff, where needed 
and appropriate, to support particular needs that assist in turning around underperforming schools and 
districts. 
 
 
State Intervention in Under-performing Schools 
 
1.  Identifying Accountability Status under NCLB  
On an annual basis, the Department issues Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) determinations for every 
Massachusetts public school and school district.  The performance and improvement data for each 
school and district, together with data on MCAS participation, student attendance, and high school 
graduation rates are compiled and analyzed to determine, for each school, whether students in the 
aggregate and student subgroups within the school have made AYP toward the achievement of state 
performance targets.  AYP determinations are used to assign each school an accountability status.  The 
category to which a school is assigned is based on its AYP determinations over multiple years and 
defines the required course of school, district and/or state action that must be taken to improve student 
performance.  Accountability status categories include Identified for Improvement, Corrective Action and 
Restructuring.  Schools that make AYP in a subject for all student groups for two or more consecutive 
years are assigned to the No Status category.  A district or school may be placed in an accountability 
status on the basis of the performance and improvement profile of students in the aggregate or of one 
or more student subgroups over two or more years in English language arts and/or mathematics.   
 
In 2005, 1745 schools received AYP determination.  131 schools were identified for improvement in the 
aggregate; 222 schools were identified for improvement for subgroups only.  Thirty-seven schools were 
identified for corrective action and 30 schools were identified for restructuring.   
 
2.  Panel Reviews 
According to Massachusetts G.L. 603 CMR 2.00 on Under-performing Schools and School Districts, 
schools with persistently low performance and failure to make AYP over time are referred for a School 
Panel Review in late fall/early winter of each year to determine whether state intervention is needed in 
order to improve student performance. 
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Five-member panels consisting of three educational practitioners, a consultant and a 
Department staff member, look more closely at the school's performance data, 
student participation and staff profile data, and other information.  The panels then 
visit the schools for a day of observation, interviews and meetings with faculty and 
school and district leaders to determine whether the school is implementing a 
sound plan for improvement and whether the conditions are in place to support 
improved student performance.  Following careful review of data and the Panel 
Report on these two key questions, the Commissioner may issue a determination of 
under-performing. 
 
When School Panel Review leads to a determination that the school is under-
performing, the Center offers Targeted Assistance in the form of 
• A series of specific interventions, including identification of reasons for low 
student performance and professional development needs, and training and support for data-
driven school improvement planning, 
• Close ongoing supervision and support of implementation of the plan over a two year period, 
and  
• Measures of the effectiveness of the planned improvement initiatives based on results. 
 
The list below reflects the 28 schools with an Accountability Status of Corrective Action or 
Restructuring in English language arts and/or mathematics that were referred for Panel Review in 2005.  
These 25 schools were found to be under-performing.   
 
o Fairview Middle School – Chicopee 
o Harriet T. Healey Elementary School – Fall River 
o William S. Greene Elementary School – Fall River 
o Great Fall Middle School – Gill-Montague 
o Holbrook Junior-Senior High School – Holbrook 
o Abraham Lincoln Elementary School – New Bedford 
o George H. Dunbar Elementary School – New Bedford 
o Randolph Community School – Randolph 
o Lincoln Elementary School – Springfield 
o Samuel Bowles Elementary School – Springfield 
o South Middle School- Westfield 
o Burncoat Middle School – Worcester 
o Burncoat Street Elementary School – Worcester 
o Chandler Community School – Worcester 
o Chandler Magnet School – Worcester 
o Forest Grove Middle School – Worcester 
o Lincoln Street Elementary School – Worcester 
o Sullivan Middle School – Worcester 
o John Winthrop Elementary School – Boston 
o Mary E. Curley Middle School – Boston 
o Solomon Lewenberg Middle School – Boston 
o William Russell Elementary School – Boston 
o William Monroe Trotter Elementary School – Boston 
o Agassiz School – Boston 
o James J. Chittick Elementary School – Boston 
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 Following panel reviews, determinations of under-performance at the following schools were deferred 
pending 2006 MCAS results. 
 
o John M. Tobin Elementary School – Cambridge 
o Newton Elementary School – Greenfield 
o Charlotte Murkland Elementary School – Lowell 
 
3.  Diagnostic Fact Finding Review  
Once designated, under-performing schools participate in a diagnostic Fact Finding Review, which serves 
as a needs assessment in preparation for improvement planning.  A Fact Finding Team of up to five 
educational consultants and practitioners spend three and a half days reviewing data and information at 
the school, including the Panel Review Report, and interacting with school leaders and staff.  The 
purposes of the Fact Finding Review are to 
• provide an in-depth diagnosis of the school's strengths and areas for improvement by focusing 
on the causes/reasons for low student performance, and 
• make specific priority recommendations for the development of the school's improvement plan. 
 
The Fact Finding Team's judgments are guided by a protocol that addresses curriculum, instruction and 
assessment, school leadership, school climate and organizational structure, and district support for 
improvement initiatives at the school. Evidence is collected through observations of teaching and 
learning, interviews of faculty, students, families, administrators, district personnel and other school 
stakeholders and through the review of documents, including testing information, curriculum 
documents, and student work. The Fact Finding Report provides clear identification of strengths and 
weaknesses and priority recommendations for areas upon which the school should focus in planning for 
improvement. 
 
In spring 2005, seven schools underwent Diagnostic Fact Finding Review following the Commissioner’s 
designation of under-performance in the fall/winter of 2004.  The 25 schools found to be under-
performing in fall of 2005 will undergo Fact Finding Reviews in the spring of 2006. 
 
4.  Targeted Assistance/Intervention Provided to Underperforming Schools  
Under-performing schools receive a $25,000 grant to support planning and school improvement efforts.  
Funds may be used for salaries, stipends, contracts, consultants, materials and travel for training to 
support planning and professional development identified in the school improvement plans.  Funds 
granted for use in the 2005-2006 school year are being used to pay teacher stipends to work after 
school and weekends on development of improvement plans, including data analysis and action planning.  
Additionally, teacher teams convene regularly to examine cumulative evidence of plan implementation 
and review benchmark data including assessment results.  Stipends are paid to teachers participating in 
professional development to interpret Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) results and to learn how 
to use these results to differentiate instruction for students in their classrooms.  Funds are also used to 
purchase math software to supplement the existing math program as well as supplies to support the 
implementation of the new math curriculum.   
 
In 2005, the 15 schools that underwent panel review in the 2004 review cycle each received a $25,000 
school improvement grant to support planning and school improvement efforts.  
  
5.  School Improvement Planning  
Using the Fact Finding Report and other data and information, the principal and a team from each of the 
schools participated in facilitated work sessions, where Department technical assistance staff and data 
analysts guided the school’s planning team through an inquiry-based process designed to help them 
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 develop a sound plan for improving student performance at their school, and identify professional 
development needs. The retreats were scheduled during the summer and fall and culminated in the 
presentation of the school improvement plans to the Board of Education. 
 
During the summer of 2005, the seven schools that had been found under-performing in winter 2005 
participated in planning retreats. 
 
6.  Implementation Guidance and Support 
Once the School Improvement Plans are accepted by the Board of Education, the under-performing 
schools are expected to implement the plan to improve student performance over the next two years.  
During that time, School and District Improvement Support staff is assigned to the schools to offer 
ongoing oversight and support during implementation, including regular periodic visits to the school to 
meet with leaders and staff and observe planned initiatives underway in the school and the classroom.   
  
In 2005, implementation guidance and support was provided to 30 schools.  These schools received 
between $10,000 and $30,000, depending on enrollment.  These grants were funded by a combination 
of state and federal resources. 
 
7.  Follow-up Panel Reviews  
Two years after a school is declared under-performing, and has been actively implementing a sound plan 
for improvement, Follow-Up Panel Reviews are conducted in each school to assess the school’s 
progress.  After considering the original Review Panel’s and the Follow-Up Panel’s findings, the 
Department determines which of the schools appears to have developed sound plans focused on 
improving student performance, and that the conditions are now in place to implement them.  The 
Commissioner uses these reports, along with other student performance data to determine whether 
the school will exit its status of under-performing or be declared chronically under-performing. 
 
Based on the Two-year Follow-up Review, under-performing schools that have implemented their 
School Improvement Plan (SIP) approved by the Board of Education and where students have shown 
significant progress on MCAS, exit under-performing status.  Schools that have implemented their SIP 
but shown marginal progress may be retained in under-performing status to ensure continued state 
oversight and support.  Schools that have been unable to implement the improvement initiatives in the 
SIP and where students did not show Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) are found chronically under-
performing.  To date, two schools from New Bedford have exited underperforming status, the Roosevelt 
Middle School and Mt. Pleasant Elementary School. 
 
In 2005, seven under-performing schools (designated in 2003) participated in a Two-year Follow-up 
Panel Review.  Those schools included: 
 
o Duggan Middle School – Springfield 
o Liberty Elementary School – Springfield 
o Gerena Community School – Springfield 
o Lucy Stone Elementary School – Boston 
o Laurel Lake Elementary School – Fall River 
o E. J. Harrington Elementary School – Lynn 
o Maurice A. Donahue Elementary School – Holyoke 
 
Final determinations will be made in Fall 2006, after review of the latest MCAS results.   
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 Reports submitted to the Commissioner from each stage of the School Performance Evaluation Process, 
including School Panel Review Reports, Fact Finding Reports, and Two-Year Follow-up Review Reports 
are available on the Department of Education web site by cohort year at 
http://www.doe.mass.edu/sda/review/
 
Identifying schools showing significant improvement 
The Department also uses the School and District Accountability System to identify schools showing 
significant improvement in their students’ performance in English language arts and mathematics.  To 
date, 60 schools have been designated as Commonwealth Compass Schools.  They include elementary, 
middle, vocational, and comprehensive high schools across the state. 
In 2005, 12 schools were selected as Commonwealth Compass Schools.   
Those schools are: 
 
o Andover High School – Andover 
o Community Day Charter School – Lawrence 
o Framingham High School – Framingham 
o Franklin Avenue Elementary School – Westfield 
o H. H. Galligan Elementary School – Taunton 
o Sarah Greenwood Elementary School – Boston 
o Lynnfield High School – Lynnfield 
o Mill Swan Communications Center – Worcester 
o Lawrence Pingree Elementary School – Weymouth 
o South Street Elementary School – Fitchburg 
o Thompson Elementary School – Arlington 
o Turkey Hill Middle School - Lunenburg  
 
Each of the 12 schools selected as 2005 Commonwealth Compass School received a $10,000 grant and 
received special recognition at a public event at the Great Hall of the State House in October.  To 
further promote sharing and dissemination of effective practices, each of the 2005 Compass Schools has 
also hosted two on-site events where educators from other schools across the Commonwealth observe 
and discuss the practices implemented in the Compass Schools. 
 
School Support Specialist Network 
The School Support Specialist Network is a unique partnership between the Department of Education 
and the ten largest urban school districts in Massachusetts. School Support Specialists are highly qualified 
and trained staff members who are funded through Department grants but are employed by the district. 
In 2005, there were 17 School Support Specialists working in ten districts to support schools that 
needed assistance to improve student achievement through development and implementation of sound 
school improvement plans. The School Support Specialist has direct access to the district leadership 
team to help align policies and resources toward improving low performing schools. The members of 
the Network meet regularly with Department staff, participate in training, share information and 
resources, and collaborate to solve problems faced in their work. All the Specialists have been through 
facilitation training and have continued to update their knowledge and skills in order to enhance the 
effectiveness of this unique assistance model. The work of the School Support Specialist Network will 
continue to provide valuable assistance to urban districts and schools. 
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 Significant Litigation in 
2005 
 
 
Following are summaries of some significant 
litigation involving the Board, Department and 
Commissioner of Education in 2005. 
 
1.  Hancock v. Commissioner of Education, 
443 Mass. 428 (2005) 
 
The Hancock case was initiated in 1999 as the 
successor to the 1993 decision of the 
Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court (SJC) in 
McDuffy v. Secretary of Education.  The McDuffy decision established the state constitutional standards 
against which education reform in Massachusetts will be judged. The Hancock plaintiffs, representing 
students in nineteen school districts, alleged that the Commonwealth was failing to provide public school 
students the constitutionally required education outlined in the McDuffy decision.  
 
The case was tried in the Superior Court before Judge Botsford over a period of six months starting in 
June 2003. The defendants (Commissioner and Board of Education) asserted that while the SJC in 
McDuffy identified the Commonwealth’s constitutional duty to educate its children, the court deferred to 
the legislative and executive branches to define the details; the standard is whether state officials have 
taken appropriate steps within a reasonable time, and they have done so. The defendants presented 
evidence that in the ten years since the McDuffy decision, the Commonwealth has met its duty by enacting 
and implementing the comprehensive education reform law. The four major components of education 
reform – substantially increased resources for schools, especially through the foundation budget; state 
standards such as the curriculum frameworks; assessment (MCAS); and the accountability system for 
schools and districts – have led to improved performance and greater educational opportunity for 
students. The defendants also asserted that given the current levels of educational spending in 
Massachusetts, identified weaknesses in some districts have more to do with local leadership, 
management and educational decision-making than with funding.  The state’s system for accountability 
and targeted assistance is designed to address those weaknesses. 
 
Judge Botsford issued her report in April 2004. She acknowledged the huge increase in funding and in 
state involvement in preK-12 education since the passage of the Education Reform Act in 1993.  She 
found that the state’s actions in increasing financial resources, adopting high quality curriculum 
frameworks, implementing the MCAS tests, establishing rigorous standards for teacher certification and 
professional development, and designing new systems of school and district accountability have all led to 
positive educational results.  She cited the equalization of spending between rich and poor school 
districts, and increasingly successful performance of the Commonwealth’s students on MCAS tests and 
on national assessment tests, as among the positive changes.  Nevertheless, she recommended that the 
SJC grant relief to the plaintiffs, by ordering the Commissioner and Board of Education to do a cost study 
to determine a new foundation budget and then implement the funding and administrative changes that 
result from it.  
 
The SJC decided the case in February 2005, after reviewing Judge Botsford’s report and 
recommendations and hearing oral argument from the parties in October 2004. The high court declined to 
adopt Judge Botsford’s recommendations.  Instead, the SJC  “disposed of the case in its entirety,” finding 
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 that the Commonwealth is in fact meeting its duty under the education clause of the Massachusetts 
Constitution. Chief Justice Margaret Marshall, in the court's majority opinion, wrote:  
 
No one, including the defendants, disputes that serious inadequacies in public education remain. 
But the Commonwealth is moving systemically to address those deficiencies and continues to 
make education reform a fiscal priority. 
 
The Chief Justice further stated: 
 
The legislative and executive branches have shown that they have embarked on a long-term, 
measurable, orderly, and comprehensive process of reform to provide a high quality public 
education to every child. . . . They have committed resources to carry out their plan, have done so 
in fiscally troubled times, and show every indication that they will continue to increase such 
resources as the Commonwealth's finances improve.  . . . The evidence here is that the 
Commonwealth's comprehensive statewide plan for education reform is beginning to work in 
significant ways. 
 
The full text of the Supreme Judicial Court’s decision in the Hancock case is available at: 
http://www.masslaw.com/signup/opinion.cfm?recID=113834. 
 
2.  Holden v. Wachusett Regional School District Comm., 445 Mass. 656 (2005) 
 
In December 2005, the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court issued a unanimous decision upholding the 
Commissioner's authority to approve or disapprove amendments to regional school district agreements.  
The court further held that the Board of Education’s regulation on approval of regional school district 
agreements is fully consistent with statutory authority and was properly promulgated, and that the 
Commissioner properly exercised his authority in declining to approve a proposed amendment to the 
Wachusett Regional School District agreement.  
 
The proposed amendment to the regional agreement had been adopted by four of the five member towns.  
It would have required the fifth and poorest town, Rutland, to pay far more than its per student share of 
the excess amount that the regional school committee voted to spend each year.  The Commissioner 
declined to approve the proposed amendment, stating that it was contrary to the intent of the regional 
school district statute and school finance system under the Education Reform Act, it created an 
unreasonable and unjustifiable burden on a minority of member towns, and it was arithmetically 
ambiguous.  The SJC upheld the Commissioner’s authority and action in every respect.  
 
Particularly notable in this decision is the court’s strong language supporting the authority and discretion 
of the Commissioner and Board of Education in carrying out the purposes of state education laws.  The 
court reasoned that the authority and discretion of the Commissioner and the Board are extensive because 
the Commonwealth has ultimate responsibility for the quality of public elementary and secondary 
education. Relying on the broad legislative grant of authority to the Board, the court stated that “the board 
[has] far-reaching power ‘to withhold state and federal funds from school committees which fail to 
comply with the provisions of law relative to the operation of the public schools or any regulation’ and 
[is] require[d] . . . to ensure ‘that all school committees comply with all laws relating to the operation of 
the public schools.’”   
 
The full text of the Supreme Judicial Court’s decision in the Holden case is available at: 
http://www.masslaw.com/signup/opinion.cfm?recID=120636.  
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 3.  City of Salem v. Bureau of Special Education Appeals of the Department of Education et al., 444 
Mass. 476 (2005) 
 
The Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court affirmed a Superior Court judgment upholding a decision of 
the Bureau of Special Education Appeals (BSEA) that Salem and Georgetown were jointly responsible 
for a student's special education program. The case involved a student in the custody of the Department of 
Social Services (DSS) who was placed in a residential school by DSS. The student’s parents are divorced; 
the father, who lives in Georgetown, had sole physical custody and the mother lives in Salem. The BSEA 
based its ruling on a provision in the Board of Education’s special education regulations that says when a 
student in DSS custody is placed in a residential school, the districts where both parents reside are 
responsible without regard to custody status. Salem challenged the BSEA’s administrative decision in 
Superior Court.  
 
The court upheld the authority of the Board of Education to promulgate regulations resolving the issue of 
a student’s residence in situations when the student’s legal residence is in doubt.  It concluded that the 
regulations “constitute a proper exercise” of the Board’s authority and are not contrary to the relevant 
statutory provisions “because the regulations appropriately address a situation to which the statutory 
provisions do not speak.”  It further stated that the regulations “provide a reasonable means of assigning 
financial responsibility.”  Although the court noted that other approaches to this issue are possible, it 
stated that the approach taken by the Department of Education should be upheld if it bears “a rational 
relation to the statutory purpose,” and concluded that it did. 
 
The Board of Education amended the special education regulations effective July 1, 2005, and the specific 
regulation at issue in this case has been deleted. The Supreme Judicial Court’s decision remains 
significant, however, because it affirms the authority of the Board and Department of Education to adopt 
and apply regulations to allocate fiscal and programmatic responsibility for a special education student in 
situations where residency is not clear.  
 
The full text of the Supreme Judicial Court’s decision in the Salem case is available at: 
http://www.masslaw.com/signup/opinion.cfm?recID=119925.  
 
4.  Comfort, et al. v. Lynn School Committee, et al., 418 F. 3d 1 (1st Cir. 2005) 
 
The U.S. Court of Appeals for the First Circuit issued an en banc decision in June 2005 upholding the 
Lynn School Committee’s voluntary racial balance plan. Under Lynn’s plan, each student is entitled to 
attend his or her neighborhood school. Students who do not wish to attend their neighborhood school may 
apply to transfer to another school in Lynn. Approval of the transfer depends, in large part, on the 
requesting student’s race and the racial makeup of the schools from which and to which the student would 
transfer.  
 
A group of parents filed suit challenging Lynn’s plan – specifically, its use of race as a factor in granting 
or denying student transfers – as unconstitutional under the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment and in violation of other legal rights. The Attorney General intervened on behalf of the 
Commonwealth and also represented the members of the Board of Education, who were named as 
defendants in a related lawsuit (Bollen) that was consolidated with the Comfort case.  
 
After an extensive trial in the U.S. District Court, Judge Nancy Gertner issued a decision in 2003 rejecting 
the plaintiffs’ challenges and upholding Lynn’s plan. A three-judge panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the First Circuit reversed that decision in 2004, finding that the plan was not narrowly tailored to the 
school district’s compelling interest in achieving the benefits of educational diversity. The panel decision 
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 was withdrawn when the Court of Appeals granted Lynn's motion for a rehearing en banc — a “full 
bench” review by the entire appellate court.  
 
The en banc decision in June 2005 affirmed the District Court’s ruling and upheld the constitutionality of 
Lynn’s plan. Relying on recent U.S. Supreme Court decisions regarding affirmative action in public 
higher education, the Court of Appeals concluded that the Lynn School Committee “has a compelling 
interest in achieving the benefits of educational diversity” and that “the Lynn Plan is narrowly tailored to 
meet this compelling interest.” The court found that the use of race under the Lynn plan was minimal; it 
avoided the use of quotas and racial balancing for its own sake; it had a finite duration; and the school 
committee adopted it after considering race-neutral alternatives. The court rejected the plaintiffs’ other 
legal claims, finding them coextensive with their claims under the Equal Protection Clause. The plaintiffs 
sought review of the decision in the U.S. Supreme Court. In December 2005, the Supreme Court declined, 
without comment, to review the case. 
 
The full text of the decision of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the First Circuit in the Comfort case is 
available at:  
http://www.ca1.uscourts.gov/cgi-bin/getopn.pl?OPINION=03-2415.01A.  
 
5.  School Committee of Hudson, School Committee of Marlborough, and School Committee of 
Maynard v. Board and Commissioner of Education, Middlesex Super. Ct. No. 04-1155 (Aug. 11, 
2005) 
 
In February 2004, on recommendation of the Commissioner, the Board of Education voted to grant a 
charter to the Advanced Math and Science Academy Charter School (AMSA) in Marlborough.  In March 
2004, the school committees of Hudson, Marlborough, and Maynard filed suit in Superior Court against 
the Board and Commissioner and sought reversal of the Board’s decision to grant a charter to AMSA.  
Among other claims, the school committees alleged that the Board and the Commissioner failed to 
comply with statutory mandates. 
 
In August 2005, the Superior Court dismissed all of the school committees’ claims.  The court determined 
that relief was not available under the Commonwealth's administrative procedure act, G.L. c. 30A, or the 
Commonwealth's certiorari statute, G.L. c. 249, § 4, because the Board’s granting of a charter does not 
occur as the result of an adjudicatory proceeding that is quasi-judicial or judicial in nature.  The court also 
determined that the plaintiffs were not entitled to judgment under the declaratory judgment statute, G.L. c. 
231A, because they did not challenge the alleged defects in the award of AMSA’s charter as “consistently 
repeated.”  The decision affirmed that the AMSA Charter School holds a valid charter granted by the 
Board. The charter school opened in September 2005. 
 
The school committees subsequently sought, and were denied, reconsideration of the Superior Court’s 
decision. They then appealed the Superior Court’s decision and requested direct appellate review in the 
Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court. The appeal is pending in the SJC, which is expected to hear oral 
argument in November 2006. 
 
6.  Commonwealth of Massachusetts v. Roxbury Charter High Public School, Suffolk Super. Ct. No. 
2005-4052-F (Dec. 20, 2005) 
 
In September 2005, after seven days of hearing, the Board of Education voted to adopt the recommended 
decision of its hearing officer to revoke the charter granted to the Roxbury Charter High Public School 
(RCHPS).  The Board’s decision was based on the school’s lack of financial viability, its serious and 
ongoing organizational problems, and its failure to adhere to the terms of its charter.  While RCHPS did 
not seek judicial review of the Board’s revocation decision, it nonetheless remained open.  As a result, on 
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 September 22, 2005, the Commonwealth filed an action seeking the school’s immediate closure and, after 
a number of legal proceedings and an appeal, the Massachusetts Appeals Court stayed the Board’s action 
until December 23, 2005. 
 
On December 20, 2005, following briefing and argument by the parties, the Superior Court affirmed the 
Board’s revocation decision effective December 23, 2005.  In its decision, the court “conclude[s] that the 
Board’s decision is supported by the substantial evidence in the Hearing Officer’s findings and that the 
Board was within its statutory discretion in revoking the School’s charter.”  In support of its conclusion, 
the court states that “there is no dispute that the School experienced serious financial difficulties that 
threatened its viability;” that “the evidence also establishes that the School struggled with governance and 
management issues;” and that “the School did not meet its obligations under the Charter.” 
 
In March 2006, RCHPS appealed the Superior Court’s decision. The appeal is pending in the 
Massachusetts Appeals Court. The parties will brief the issues and argue the appeal over the next year. 
 
 
   39
The Massachusetts Board of Education 
 
 
 
 
James A. Peyser, Chairman 
New Schools Venture Fund 
15 Court Street  
Suite 420 
Boston, MA 02108 
 
James A. Peyser is a partner with New Schools Venture Fund, and is chairman of 
the Massachusetts Board of Education. Mr. Peyser was appointed to the Board of 
Education by Governor William Weld in 1996 and became its chairman in 1999. 
Prior to joining the Governor's staff under Jane Swift in 2001 and serving as 
education advisor to Governor Romney, Mr. Peyser worked for nearly eight years as executive director 
of Pioneer Institute for Public Policy Research, a Boston-based think tank. He took a four-month leave 
of absence from Pioneer in 1995 to serve as Under Secretary of Education and Special Assistant to 
Governor Weld for Charter Schools. Prior to joining Pioneer in 1993, Mr. Peyser worked for more 
than seven years at Teradyne Inc., a world leader in the manufacture of electronic test systems. Mr. 
Peyser also served for three years in Washington, D.C. as director of the Export Task Force, a bi-
partisan congressional caucus on international trade. 
 
Mr. Peyser holds a Master of Arts in Law and Diplomacy from The Fletcher School (Tufts University) 
and a Bachelor of Arts from Colgate University. He is a member of the board of overseers of WGBH, is 
a former member of the board of directors of Boston Partners in Education, and served as the first 
chairman of the Educational Management Audit Council.. He also serves on the policy board of the 
National Council on Teacher Quality. 
 
 
J. Richard Crowley, Vice-Chairman 
One Keystone Way 
Andover, MA 01810 
 
Mr. Crowley is the President of Keystone Consulting, which provides financial and 
operational management services to businesses. He founded Keystone Consulting in 
1995 after 17 years of experience, including being Chief Operating Officer of 
LittlePoint Corporation in Wakefield, Senior Vice President of Trans Financial 
 and Chief Financial Officer of The Crosby Vandenburgh Group in Boston. Mr. 
Crowley obtained his CPA while at Price Waterhouse in Boston. He received a Bachelor of Arts in 
economics from Providence College and attended the Cornell Graduate School of Business. Mr. 
Crowley is also a board member of the Andover Little League in addition to coaching soccer and Little 
League baseball. He teaches confirmation students at St. Augustine's in Andover. 
Services in Boston,
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Ann J. Reale, Vice-Chair 
Commissioner 
Department of Early Education and Care 
600 Washington Street, 6th Floor 
Boston, MA 02111 
 
Ann J. Reale is the first Commissioner of the Department of Early Education and 
Care, which will build a new, coordinated, comprehensive system of early education 
and care in Massachusetts.  Commissioner Reale served as Senior Policy Advisor to 
Governor Romney from 2003-2005. Ms. Reale held a number of positions in the Executive Office for 
Administration and Finance from 1996-2003, including Undersecretary and Acting Chief Financial Officer 
(2002-2003) and State Budget Director and Assistant Secretary (1999-2002).  Commissioner Reale 
holds a master's degree in public administration from Syracuse University, and a BA in Economics from 
the University of Massachusetts, Amherst. 
 
 
Harneen Chernow 
Director of Education & Training 
Massachusetts AFL-CIO 
389 Main Street 
Malden, MA 02148 
 
Harneen Chernow became the Massachusetts AFL-CIO Director of Education and 
Training in October 1998. In this position she directs a team that coordinates 
labor's role in all workforce development initiatives, works with local union 
leadership to develop their capacity to participate in adult education and skills 
training efforts, and pursues labor's involvement in economic and workforce development projects that 
create and retain good jobs. 
 
Prior to this position Ms. Chernow was the director of a joint labor/management project of SEIU Local 
285 and unionized healthcare employers throughout Massachusetts for eight years. In this role Ms. 
Chernow coordinated job-redesign and job training programs, workplace literacy classes and designed 
career ladders for union members throughout the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. She also served on 
the Education Committee of SEIU's International Executive Board and the Mass Jobs Council. 
 
Ms. Chernow is the recipient of the Massachusetts AFL-CIO Outstanding Service Award, the UMass 
Dartmouth Labor Education Center Fontera Memorial Award and the UMass Boston Labor Resource 
Center Foster-Kenney Award. She received her B.A. from Wellesley College and M.A. from University 
of California, Berkeley. 
 
 
Judith I. Gill 
Chancellor 
Board of Higher Education 
One Ashburton Place Room 1401 
Boston, MA 02108 
Dr. Judith I. Gill has served as Chancellor and Chief Executive Officer of the 
Massachusetts Board of Higher Education.  As Chancellor, she is responsible for 
setting the state’s public higher education agenda and coordinating the development 
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 and implementation of public policy for the 15 community, nine state, and five University campuses.   
 
Working with the 11-member Board of Higher Education, Chancellor Gill has overseen the creation of a 
state-of-the art data warehouse to guide assessment and system improvement, shaped the first 
performance measurement system for state and community colleges, developed a higher education 
formula budget, adopted a Strategic Plan for Capital Improvements on public campuses, and 
strengthened the ties between secondary and post-secondary institutions, especially in the areas of 
teacher preparation.  She is strongly committed to a system of public higher educations where 
institutions work collaboratively to address the important mission of providing accessible, affordable, 
quality higher education programs to meet the needs of the students and the Commonwealth.   
 
As Vice Chancellor of the Board of Higher Education from 1995 through 1999, Dr. Gill was a senior 
advisor to the Chancellor on system-wide policy development and the Board’s liaison with the 
Legislature.  From 1989 to 1994, she was the Director of Research and Policy Analysis for the Western 
Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE), during which time she also served as an adjunct 
faculty member in Higher Education Studies at Denver University. Dr. Gill’s professional career began in 
1972 as staff associate and legislative liaison for the University of Massachusetts 
 
Dr. Gill is a native of Brookline, Massachusetts, and a graduate of the University of Massachusetts 
Amherst.  She also holds a master’s degree in public administration from the University of Washington 
and a Ph.D. from the University of Michigan.  
 
 
 
Roberta R. Schaefer 
Worcester Regional Research Bureau 
319 Main Street 
Worcester, MA 01608 
 
Roberta Schaefer is the founding executive director of the Worcester Regional 
Research Bureau which was established in 1985. Since its inception, Dr. Schaefer 
has researched and written more than 100 reports and organized numerous public 
forums on issues of significance to the greater Worcester community. Under her 
leadership, the Research Bureau has researched and written more than 125 studies and organized more 
than 130 forums on important public policy issues in the greater Worcester region. She has taught 
Political Science at Assumption College, Clark University, Nichols College, and Rutgers University. She 
received her B.A. from Queens College of the City University of New York and earned her M.A. and 
Ph.D. in Political Science from the University of Chicago. Dr. Schaefer has been a member of the 
Massachusetts Board of Education since 1996 and served as Vice-Chairman for three of those years. She 
is also a director of the Worcester Regional Chamber of Commerce and the Greater Worcester 
Community Foundation, a corporator of Bay State Savings Bank and the Worcester Art Museum, and a 
Trustee of the Governmental Research Association. She has co-edited two books (Sir Henry Taylor's 
The Statesman and The Future of Cities) and has authored several articles in professional journals. 
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Abigail M. Thernstrom 
1445 Massachusetts Avenue 
Lexington, MA 02420 
 
Dr. Thernstrom is currently a Senior Fellow at the Manhattan Institute in New 
York and the Vice-Chair of the U.S. Commission for Civil Rights. She received her 
Ph.D. from the Department of Government, Harvard University, in 1975. Her 
newest book, “No Excuses: Closing the Racial Gap in Learning” was published by 
Simon & Schuster in 2003. It is co-authored with her husband, Harvard historian Stephan Thernstrom. 
Their 1997 work, “America in Black and White: One Nation Indivisible” (1997), was named one of the 
notable books of the year by the New York Times Book Review. She was a participant in President 
Clinton's first town meeting on race, and writes for a variety of journals and newspapers including The 
New Republic and the Wall Street Journal. Her frequent media appearances have included Fox News 
Sunday, Good Morning America, and ABC's Sunday morning "This Week with George Stephanopolous." 
 
 
 
Henry M. Thomas, III 
Urban League of Springfield 
756 State Street 
Springfield, MA 01109 
 
Mr. Thomas is the President and Chief Executive Officer of the Urban League of 
Springfield, Inc. He has worked in the Urban League movement for twenty-nine 
years. He began as Youth and Education Director in 1971. In 1975 at age 25, he 
became the youngest person appointed as President/CEO of any Urban League 
affiliate. He also serves as CEO of the Historic Camp Atwater, which is the oldest 
African American summer youth residential camp in the country. Mr. Thomas serves on a number of 
local and national boards and commissions. He is founder and current Chairman of the Board of 
Directors of the New Leadership Charter School, member of the American Camping Association board 
of trustees, Chairman of the Board of Trustees of the Springfield Cable Endowment, and former 
Chairman of the Springfield Fire Commission and Police Commission respectively. In addition, Mr. 
Thomas is a Visiting Professor at the University of Massachusetts and also at Curry College. He received 
a Bachelor of Arts in psychology and a Master's degree in human resource development from American 
International College, and holds a Juris Doctor from Western New England College of School Law.
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Jonathan Urbach 
Chair, State Student Advisory Council 
c/o Massachusetts Department of Education 
350 Main Street 
Malden, MA 02148 
 
Jonathan Urbach is the 2005-2006 Chair of the State Student Advisory Council, 
elected by fellow students in June 2005. Entering his senior year at Falmouth High 
School, Mr. Urbach has served as the chair of the budget workgroups at both the 
regional and state levels of the Student Advisory Council. Mr. Urbach volunteers at 
the Cape Cod Free Clinic, with a local fourth grade band, and at Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute. 
Mr. Urbach is a member of the National Honor Society and the National Music Honor Society. 
 
 
 
David P. Driscoll 
Commissioner of Education 
Massachusetts Department of Education 
350 Main Street 
Malden, MA 02148 
 
Commissioner Driscoll has been in public education and educational leadership for 
more than 40 years. He received a Bachelor of Arts in mathematics from Boston 
College, a Master’s Degree in Educational Administration from Salem State College, 
and a Doctorate in Educational Administration from Boston College. A former Mathematics teacher at 
the junior high school level in Somerville and at the senior high school in Melrose, he became Assistant 
Superintendent in Melrose in 1972 and Superintendent of Schools in Melrose in 1984. He served as the 
Melrose Superintendent for nine years until his appointment in 1993 as Deputy Commissioner of 
Education in Massachusetts. In July 1998 he was named Interim Commissioner of Education, and on 
March 10, 1999, he was appointed by the Board as Massachusetts’ 22nd Commissioner of Education. 
Commissioner Driscoll has four children, all graduates of Melrose High School 
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 APPENDIX A:  Department of Education Budget Information 
FY2006 Budget Request of $3.76 Billion by Categories
Non-Discretionary State Aid & 
SPED Services: 93.24%
Transfers to Other Agencies: 
0.03%
Educator Quality Enhancement: 
0.07%
Assessment & Accountability: 
1.40%
Categorical Grant Programs: 
4.91%
D.O.E. Administration: 0.36%
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 FY 2005 Administration Account ($9.3 Million) Budget Summary
Equipment Rental/Lease
1.05%
Operational Expenses
1.07%
Administrative Costs
3.29%
Facility Lease/Rent, Utilites
25.25%
Professional Services
0.88%
Consultant Services
1.55%
Employee Travel Expenses
0.38%
Regular Employee 
Compensation & Fringe
66.52%
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 APPENDIX B: Glossary for Data Terms 
 
Common Core of Data (CCD) – A national database of all public elementary and secondary schools and 
education agencies, that is comparable across all states and territories. The purpose of the CCD is to 
collect basic statistical information on all children in the United States and territories receiving a free 
public education from pre-kindergarten through twelfth grade. 
 
Core Base Statistical Area (CBSA) – Each CBSA must contain at least one urban area of 10,000 or 
more population. Components of the CBSA may include a Metropolitan Statistical Area, which must 
have at least one urbanized area of 50,000 or more inhabitants, and a Micropolitan Statistical Area, which 
must have at least one urban cluster of at least 10,000 but less than 50,000 population. The county (or 
counties) in which at least 50 percent of the population resides within urban areas of 10,000 or more 
population, or that contain at least 5,000 people residing within a single urban area of 10,000 or more 
population, is identified as a “central county” (counties).  Additional “outlying counties” are included in 
the CBSA if they meet specified requirements of commuting to or from the central counties. 
 
Consolidated Statistical Area (CSA) - An area that qualifies as a Metropolitan Area (MA) has more 
than one million people, two or more core-based metropolitan statistical areas (CBSAs) may be defined 
within it.  Each CBSA consists of a large urbanized county or cluster of counties (cities and towns in New 
England) that demonstrate very strong internal economic and social link, in addition to close ties to other 
portions of the larger area. 
 
Locale Code – The designation of each school’s locale is based on one of the eight geographic location 
and population attributes such as density.  School locale codes are coded by the Census Bureau from 
school addresses submitted by the State Education Agency (SEA) for the Common Core of Data (CCD) 
files, a national statistical database. The District locale codes are codes based upon the school locale 
codes to indicate the location of the district in relation to populous areas. (SEE BELOW) 
 
Metropolitan Area (MA) - A metropolitan area (MA) is one of a large population nucleus, together with 
adjacent communities that have a high degree of economic and social integration with that nucleus. Each 
MA must contain either a place with a minimum population of 50,000 or a U.S. Census Bureau-defined 
urbanized area and a total MA population of at least 100,000 (75,000 in New England). An MA contains 
one or more central counties. An MA also may include one or more outlying counties that have close 
economic and social relationships with the central county. An outlying county must have a specified level 
of commuting to the central counties and also must meet certain standards regarding metropolitan 
character, such as population density, urban population, and population growth. In New England, MAs 
consist of groupings of cities and towns rather than whole counties.  
 
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) – An area consisting of one or more contiguous counties (cities 
and towns in New England) that contain a core area with a large population nucleus, as well as adjacent 
communities having a high degree of economic and social integration with that core.  
 
Micropolitan Statistical Area – A Core Based Statistical Area associated with at least one urban cluster 
that has a population of at least 10,000 but less than 50,000. The Micropolitan Statistical Area comprises 
the central county or counties that contain the core plus adjacent outlying counties having a high degree 
of social and economic integration with the central county as measured through commuting.  
 
Urban/Urbanized Area Code (UAC) – A area with a population concentration of at least 50,000; 
generally consisting of a principal city and the surrounding closely settled, contiguous territory and with a 
population density of at least 1,000 inhabitants per square mile.  
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 Urban Cluster (UC) - An urban cluster  consists of densely settled territory that has at least 2,500 people 
but fewer than 50,000 people.  
Rural Area – An area that connsists of all territory, population, and housing units located outside of UAs 
and UCs.  
 
**Locale Codes: 
• Large Central City: A principal city of a Metropolitan Core-based Statistical Area (CBSA) with 
a population greater than or equal to 250,000. 
• Mid-Size Central City: A principal city of a Metropolitan CBSA, with the city having a 
population less than 250,000. 
• Urban Fringe of a Large City: Any incorporated place or non-place territory within a 
Metropolitan CBSA of a Large City and defined as urban by the Census Bureau. 
• Urban Fringe of a Mid-Size City: Any incorporated place or non-place territory within a 
Metropolitan CBSA of a Mid-Size City and defined as urban by the Census Bureau. 
• Large Town: An incorporated place with a population greater than or equal to 25,000 and 
located outside a Metropolitan CBSA or inside a Micropolitan CBSA. 
• Small Town: An incorporated place with a population less than 25,000 and greater than to 2,500 
and located outside a Metropolitan CBSA or inside a Micropolitan CBSA. 
• Rural, Outside CBSA: Any incorporated place, or non-territory not within a Metropolitan CBSA 
or within a Micropolitan CBSA) and defined as rural by the Census Bureau. 
• Rural, Inside CBSA: Any incorporated place, or non-place territory within a Metropolitan 
CBSA and defined as rural by the Census Bureau. 
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